an adult male and female. As observed in the wild, we expected to record an increase in signature whistling at the onset of the introduction.
Instead, we found more individualistic reactions. The new individual, who had been signature whistling constantly during his quarantine, ceased signature whistling immediately upon introduction (Χ 2 (df=3, N = 475) = 162.095, p < .001, Cohen's w = .58) and the adult male' production of signature whistles did not change. The adult female was the only dolphin to meet our expectation of increased signature whistle production (Χ 2 (df=3, N = 26) = 16.15, p = .001, Cohen's w = .79) ( Table 1) . Several possibilities exist for this pattern of whistling. It is possible that the artificial nature of the introduction changed the dolphins' responses. However, more likely, the newcomer's youth and propensity to whistle less when under stress led to his reaction. The adult male's underwhelming response to the new dolphin was unexpected in that most male-male introductions that have been described entail aggressive responses. It is possible that, due to difficulties in detection, the adult male's whistle rate may have been underestimated, however, he also failed to show interest behaviorally, suggesting a true lack of interest. The adult female, consistent with her increased signature whistle production, interacted with the newcomer almost immediately, showing the typical response of dolphins encountering a new conspecific and supporting the hypothesis that signature whistles may be used as a greeting behavior.
This reaction to an introduction is an intriguing glimpse into the function of signature whistles during initial encounters. Future work should allow researchers to continue to delineate the function and use of this unique form of communication. As one of the only species to utilize labels akin to human names, this may elucidate the evolutionary path to flexible, meaningful, referential communication systems.
